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ABSTRACT
Bradley, Tera Lynn. Ph.D. The University of Memphis. December 2013. Student
engagement and reading competence: Important connections and the moderating role of
parent support. Beth Meisinger, Ph.D.
Student engagement is a multidimensional construct believed to be a critical
component for understanding school dropout (Christenson et al., 2008). The majority of
related research has focused primarily on overt (academic and behavioral) rather than
covert (psychological and cognitive) subtypes of engagement; however, there is evidence
to suggest that psychological and cognitive engagement are linked to increased levels of
academic achievement, overall school effort, and positive emotions. Such internal factors
may be particularly relevant for enhancing reading competence, as it has been suggested
that difficulties with reading can interfere with students’ motivation and engagement with
learning (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000; Klem & Connell, 2004). In fact, some have
proposed that competence in reading is essential for promoting school completion
(Reschly, 2010). Parent support has also been shown to positively influence students’
reading behaviors. The present study examined the contributions of students’
psychological and cognitive engagement to reading skills. Oral reading fluency, silent
reading fluency, and reading comprehension were assessed as proxy measures of reading
competence. Furthermore, the role of parent support for reading in the home was
examined as a moderator of the link between the engagement variables and reading
variables. It was hypothesized that cognitive and psychological engagement would
predict fluency and comprehension. It was further speculated that parent support for
reading would moderate the relation between the engagement and reading competence
variables.
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Sequential multiple regression analyses were used to identify the predictive value
of students’ psychological and cognitive engagement on reading competence as well as
the moderating role of parents’ support for reading on this relation. Separate regressions
were conducted for each reading competence outcome variable: oral reading fluency,
silent reading fluency, and reading comprehension. Results of the present study indicated
that covert engagement types are not significantly correlated with the reading competence
variables. In regard to parents’ support for children’s reading, only parents’ modeling of
reading behavior was significantly related to children’s performance on a measure of
reading comprehension. Future research should continue to examine how covert
engagement types may interact with overt student engagement (i.e., behavioral and
academic) in predicting reading achievement.
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Reading Competence and Student Engagement:
Important Connections and the Moderating Role of Parent Support
School dropout is an issue that has garnered significant national attention and
reform efforts in recent years from educators, researchers, and legislators alike. Although
the dropout rate has declined over the past two decades, concern about the consequences
of failed school completion remains both relevant and legitimate today. Employment
opportunities that pay living wages are few for individuals without a high school
diploma. Aside from the vast disparity in income earned over lifetime between high
school graduates and non-graduates, the effects of early school departure may also be felt
by society as a whole. For instance, high school graduates are less likely to face
incarceration (Lochner & Moretti, 2004) and to rely on government healthcare or other
public assistance programs (Garfinkel, Kelly, & Waldfogel, 2005). Furthermore, student
retention has become a critical focus for school administrators, as the passage of the No
Child Left Behind Act of 2001 legislates that schools be held accountable for the
completion rates of students. Thus, facilitating school completion for all students is a goal
that warrants attention.
School dropout should not be defined as an isolated, single event; instead, it is a
consequence that results from years of withdrawal (Reschly, 2010). In order to
understand this process, one must examine variables related not only to the individual,
but also to peers, family, school, and the greater community. Although the road to
eventual school dropout is complex and multifaceted, indicators of disengagement from
school can be detected from early grades (i.e., Alexander, Entwisle, & Horsey, 1997;
Barrington & Hendricks, 1989). Student engagement has emerged as the primary

!

1

!
theoretical construct in predicting and understanding school completion (Finn, 1989).
Recent work has focused on student engagement as a key component in school
intervention strategies addressing the academic, behavioral, and psychological problems
of students (i.e., Christenson, Sinclair, Lehr, & Godber, 2001; Reschly, Huebner,
Appleton, & Antaramian, 2008; Sinclair, Christenson, Lehr, & Anderson, 2003).
Students who suffer from education-impacting disabilities or those who struggle
to meet the academic expectations of schools may be at a greater risk for lower levels of
student engagement, eventually contributing to higher rates of dropout (Reschly &
Christenson, 2006). In particular, difficulty with reading is a common reason that young
children are recommended for special education and grade retention—events that have
been linked with future school dropout (Jimerson, Anderson, & Whipple, 2002). The
ability to read is perhaps the most basic expectation of children in school, with demands
to develop early literacy skills beginning as early as the preschool and pre-kindergarten
years. In fact, reading is one of the hallmark accomplishments of childhood. As children
progress in their academic pursuits, reading proficiency is essential to school success. By
the time children reach fourth grade, they are expected to draw upon basic reading skills
to shift from “learning to read” to “reading to learn” (Chall, 1996). However, children
who have not developed a foundational set of reading skills may quickly fall behind their
peers. Thus, some have proposed that competence in reading is essential for promoting
school completion (Reschly, 2010).
Children’s individual abilities, attitudes, and behaviors are primary components in
the promotion of skillful reading and overall academic success. However, to fully
understand how learners become competent readers, as well as the attitudes and practices
2
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that support the development of reading skills, it is important to consider students’
broader contextual support for learning (Christenson & Anderson, 2002). Parents,
teachers, and peers play integral roles in shaping the learning context. Parents, however,
are in the unique position to socialize children with regard to their attitudes, efforts, and
perceptions of reading activities, agents that provide the building blocks that make
learning possible.
The relations between student engagement, reading ability, and parent support for
literacy behaviors in the home are not fully understood. This explored these linkages; in
particular, parent support for reading was examined as a moderator in the relation
between levels of students’ engagement with school and reading competence in late
elementary school children. First, issues related to the conceptualization of student
engagement as a multidimensional construct are discussed. Then, the impact of parent
support for reading on the development of children’s reading skills is described. Finally,
the connections between student engagement, literacy, and parental support are examined
and the objectives of the present study outlined.
Student Engagement
Student engagement is a multidimensional construct believed to be a critical
component for understanding school dropout (Christenson et al., 2008). Engagement has
been referred to as both the intensity and the quality of children’s involvement with
school and in carrying out learning-related activities (Skinner, 1991). One of the most
influential theoretical models used to explain the relevance of student engagement is
Finn’s (1989) participation-identification model, which describes the connection between
behavioral and psychological engagement. Finn’s model suggests that behavioral
3
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engagement (e.g., participation in class and school) promotes successful school
performance, which in turn leads to increased psychological engagement (e.g., school
identification, sense of belonging). Greater school identification facilitates further
participation in school, thus completing the ongoing cycle and preparing students for
continued success and eventual school completion (Finn, 1989).
The important role of students’ behaviors and attitudes (i.e., student engagement)
for school success remains uncontested. Within-student characteristics, including
cognitive and psychological influences, have been strongly linked to learning outcomes
(Ysseldyke & Christenson, 1987). DiPerna and Elliott (2002) labeled these characteristics
as “academic enablers,” defined as the attitudes and behaviors that ignite students to
participate in and receive benefit from instruction in the classroom. In addition to
engagement, DiPerna and Elliott (2002) identified three other enablers: interpersonal
skills, motivation, and study skills. Their model asserts that academic competence (i.e.,
overall school success) is composed of both academic enablers and academic skills.
Conceptualized in this way, even among students with below average academic skills,
engagement could be a vital element in promoting greater student success.
The use and measurement of the student engagement construct has varied
throughout its relatively short history in the literature. The conceptualization of
engagement has evolved over time but still remains without a clear definition or
consensus regarding how it should be operationalized (Appleton, Christenson, & Furlong,
2008). For instance, some researchers (Finn, 1989; Marks, 2000) have proposed a twodimensional model, including behavioral (e.g., effort, initiative, and participation) and
psychological (e.g., belonging, values, interest, and attitude) components. Others (i.e.,
4
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Fredricks, Blumenfeld, & Paris, 2004) have included a third dimension, cognitive
engagement, which refers to students’ self-regulation, personal goals, autonomy, and
sense of value for learning.
In addition to these two- and three-dimensional models, Reschly and Christenson
(2006) espoused a four-dimensional conceptualization of student engagement, including
behavioral, psychological, cognitive, and academic subtypes. Academic engagement
refers to the amount of time spent in school-related activities, typically indicated by
homework completion, the number of credits earned toward graduation, and time on task
in the classroom. Academic and behavioral engagement are thought to be overt (lowinference) subtypes, whereas cognitive and psychological engagement are perceived as
covert (high-inference) subtypes. The perspective of the student is required to
completely and accurately gauge levels of cognitive and psychological engagement
(Appleton, Christenson, Kim, & Reschly, 2006). The current study will be aligned with
the four-dimensional model, as the inclusion of an academic component is supported by
research indicating that greater involvement in learning activities is correlated with
student achievement (Fisher & Berliner, 1985). Furthermore, fostering students’
academic engagement is a primary focus of Check & Connect (Sinclair, Christenson,
Elevo, & Hurley, 1998), an empirically-supported school dropout prevention program.
The examination of multiple engagement subtypes is crucial for obtaining an
overall perspective on the impact of engagement on school performance. Related
research continues to support the conceptualization of student engagement as a
multidimensional construct. However, the bulk of studies have focused on the
observable indicators that are related to academic and behavioral engagement. More
5
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recently, researchers have called attention to the role of psychological and cognitive
engagement in promoting academic performance (i.e., Christenson & Anderson, 2002;
Reschly et al., 2008). Some have argued that there is a need to move beyond the study of
overt indicators in order to better understand the underlying cognitive and psychological
needs of students (Appleton et al., 2008). Similarly, this study will focus on the cognitive
and psychological subtypes of engagement, while continuing to acknowledge their
interconnectedness with behavioral and academic engagement.
Literature Supporting Student Engagement
Although fewer studies have focused on psychological and cognitive indicators of
engagement, there is evidence to suggest their relation to increased levels of academic
achievement, overall school effort, and positive emotions. Furthermore, theory and
research suggests that psychological and cognitive school connections play a role in
increasing students’ participatory behaviors (i.e., behavioral and academic engagement).
Research has demonstrated a link between both overt and covert types of student
engagement and academic achievement. Using the data set from the National
Educational Longitudinal Survey: 1988 (NELS:88), Finn (1993) sought to clarify
whether behavioral engagement (operationalized as participation) and psychological
engagement (defined as identification with school), measured by teacher report,
explained variation in scores on mathematics and reading achievement tests. The study
examined 5,945 eighth graders who were identified as “at-risk” students based on race,
home language, or socioeconomic status. Finn further classified students as
“successful,” “passing,” or “unsuccessful” based on achievement test scores. The results
of the study indicated that students who were successful on achievement tests differed
6
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from their peers in the unsuccessful group by attending and arriving on time for class;
being prepared for class; participating in classroom activities; completing more
homework; and having more active roles in extracurricular activities. Furthermore,
students’ perception of identification with school was significantly related to participation
in the classroom. The results of Finn’s study suggested three main findings: (1)
participation was related to mathematics and reading achievement, (2) level of
participation was a predictor of the variation in achievement test scores, and (3)
identification with school was related to participation.
Voelkl (1997) examined longitudinaly 1,335 African American and Caucasian
students in fourth through eighth grades. This research tested the hypothesis that teacherrated student participation in the classroom and academic achievement predicted
identification with school over time. Results indicated significant but weak correlations
between achievement and identification with school in fourth and seventh grades. School
participation was moderately correlated with school identification in eighth grade.
Moderate correlations between achievement and participation in fourth and seventh
grades suggested that previous achievement predicted higher levels of student-reported
school identification. These findings corroborate Finn’s (1993) findings and suggest that
affective connections with school can impact achievement through participation.
Furthermore, they are in line with Finn’s (1989) participation–identification model,
providing evidence that both participation and identification with school may bolster
academic outcomes over time.
Other studies have suggested that indicators of student engagement vary among
students who complete school versus those who eventually drop out. Using data from the
7
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NELS: 88, Finn and Rock (1997) analyzed a subset of 1,803 low-income African
American and Hispanic students in eighth through twelfth grades. The students were
classified into three groups based on grades, test scores, and persistence: “resilient”
school completers, “nonresilient” school completers (those with poor academic
performance), and dropouts. They found significant differences among the groups in
terms of engagement-related behaviors. In particular, resilient and nonresilient students
differed by teacher-reported behavioral and academic engagement in student work ethic,
regular class attendance, and attentiveness and cooperation in the classroom. Differences
also existed in the student-reported measures by regular school attendance and reduced
frequency of getting into trouble. Students classified as resilient reported significantly
higher levels of self-esteem and locus of control (factors contributing to psychological
engagement); however, nonresilient students reported higher locus of control when
compared with dropouts. These differences in levels of engagement remained even after
controlling for socioeconomic status and family structure variables.
Research examining the significance of psychological engagement has also
explored students’ sense of belonging and school warmth. Sense of belonging has been
defined as the extent to which students feel accepted, valued, included, and encouraged
by their peers and teachers at school (Goodenow, 1993); the concept of belonging is
similar to how some researchers have defined psychological engagement (Finn, 1989;
Marks, 2000). In a study focusing on the relations between students’ sense of belonging
at school and school performance, Goodenow (1991) examined a longitudinal sample of
612 children in fifth through eighth grades. The results of the study indicated that
students’ sense of belonging increased over time, whereas their sense of intrinsic value
8
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and interest in school showed a marked decrease during the same time period.
Furthermore, sense of belonging, as well as two other aspects of psychological and
cognitive engagement—expectations of academic success and intrinsic value of school—
were positively correlated with teacher reports of student grades and student effort.
Another area of research examined how students’ perceptions of school
warmth—the degree of teacher warmth, caring, and support as perceived by the student—
influenced academic achievement. Voelkl (1995) tested the relations among students’
report of school warmth, student participation (i.e., behavioral engagement), and
achievement. Analyzing data from 13,121 eighth-grade students included in the
NELS:88 study, the findings indicated significant, moderate correlations between school
warmth and achievement when school participation was added into the model. However,
when the school participation variable was eliminated, the link between school warmth
and achievement was no longer significant. As such, Voelkl concluded that school
participation was an important mediator between school warmth and academic success.
More recent research has investigated psychological and cognitive student
engagement in light of students’ positive affect and coping skills. A study focusing on a
sample of 293 seventh through tenth grade students explored Fredrickson’s (1998)
“broaden and build” theory within the context of a school setting (Reschly et al., 2008).
The broaden and build theory postulates that positive emotional experiences increase
constructive thoughts and behaviors, which result in the accumulation of adaptive
resources and overall emotional well-being. Students who reported frequent positive
emotions during school were found to report higher levels of both psychological and
cognitive engagement, whereas students who reported more negative emotions also
9
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reported lower levels of engagement. Moreover, positive emotions were associated with
adaptive coping skills, which were correlated with student engagement. The linkage
between positive emotions and engagement was shown to be mediated by students’
adaptive coping skills.
Overall, previous research supports that notion that students’ engagement with
school is related to a number of outcomes associated with school success, including
increased achievement, school completion, and positive emotions. Psychological and
cognitive engagement is thought to play an important role in influencing students’
behavioral and academic engagement, which in turn, positively impacts students’
affective connections with school. In sum, the literature suggests that students who feel
connected to school, cared for by their teachers and peers, and those who place a high
value on learning display more positive school-related behaviors. Thus, understanding
students’ psychological and cognitive engagement represents an important line of
inquiry.
Parent Support for Reading
To fully understand the relation between student engagement and academic
success, it is imperative to look beyond the student to broader sources of contextual
support (Christenson & Anderson, 2002). For children in primary and secondary schools,
the learning context is composed of a number of different factors (including the child,
home, school, peer, and larger community) that impact academic, social, and emotional
competence. Students’ engagement with learning cannot be solely attributed to individual
characteristics (i.e., within-student variables) but to the influences of contextual factors as
well. These contextual influences may be viewed as facilitators that promote student
10
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behaviors, attitudes, and skills. In particular, parents and caregivers provide a level of
facilitative learning that extends beyond that which children receive at school. As
facilitators related to the learning environment (i.e., parent support for learning) may be
malleable, they are considered to be important components of intervention strategies
targeting student engagement.
Coleman (1987) further acknowledged the influence of contextual systems on
children’s development and learning, but focused on schools and families as central to the
process. Specifically, he described two classes of “inputs” that contribute to
socialization. Coleman argued that as schools and educational institutions tend to be
more structured, they provide children with an understanding of opportunities, demands,
and rewards. The more intimate and persisting home environment, however, is better
equipped to introduce the concepts of attitudes, effort, and the conception of self.
Educational outcomes, then, are the product of the interaction of the knowledge that a
child brings from home and those he experiences in school (Christenson & Anderson,
2002). Clearly, schools have a major role in facilitating children’s learning. However,
Coleman conceptualized the home environment as providing the foundation to make
learning possible.
One of the earliest academic competencies parents (or caregivers) help to instill in
children is reading. In fact, some hallmark parent-child bonding activities are centered on
reading activities (i.e., storybook reading). Research suggests that the extent to which
reading and literacy-related activities are supported and modeled by parents is related to
children’s later development of reading competence and literacy behaviors.
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Home literacy environment. There is substantial evidence that parents’ literacy
practices, support for learning in the home, and involvement in school activities affect
children’s literacy development (Epstein, 1991; Lee & Croninger, 1994; Leslie & Allen,
1999; Senechal & LeFevre, 2002; Snow, 1991). One way in which researchers have
assessed parent involvement in literacy development is through an examination of the
home literacy environment. The home literacy environment (HLE) is conceptualized as
the reading-related resources and opportunities provided to children in the home. The
HLE also considers the parental skills, abilities, dispositions, and resources that facilitate
literacy emersion for children (Burgess, Hecht, & Lonigan, 2002). Teale and Sulzby
(1986) conceptualized the home environment as the source of three categories of literacy
experiences: (1) experiences in which children interact with adults in activities involving
reading and writing, (2) experiences in which children engage with print materials on
their own, and (3) experiences in which children observe their parents or caregivers
modeling literacy behaviors (i.e., reading a novel). However, children’s own engagement
in literacy behaviors and related behaviors that they observe in their caregivers may be
most relevant for late elementary school students, which is the scope of the current study.
The overwhelming majority of studies examining the link between the HLE and
child reading outcomes have focused on emergent literacy or the development of reading
skills among early elementary school children (i.e., Burgess, Hecht, & Lonigan, 2002;
Bus, Van Ijzendoorn, & Pelligrini, 1995; deJong & Leseman, 2001; Payne, Whitehurst, &
Angell, 1994; Senechal & LeFevre, 2002). The focus on the HLE in early reading
development is logical, as increased exposure to literacy-building materials and
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opportunities during these formative years is crucial in building a solid foundation of
skills.
Several studies have tested the impact of the quality of the HLE and children’s
development of specific literacy skills across time. A study by Burgess et al. (2002)
suggested that the overall HLE was moderately correlated with oral language,
phonological sensitivity, and word decoding ability over one year’s time. Moderate,
positive correlations have also been found between parent storybook reading and
children’s oral language skills in both kindergarten and first grade (Senechal, LeFevre,
Thomas, & Daley, 1998). In a longitudinal study, Senechal and LeFevre (2002) found
that oral language skills (facilitated by early storybook exposure by parents) measured at
the end of first grade predicted reading skills at the end of third grade. Moreover, word
reading (facilitated by parental literacy teaching) at the end of first grade predicted
reading comprehension skills at the end of third grade. The results of these studies
support the notion that the HLE may have significant and potentially lasting effects on
reading and language development among young children.
It is important to note that few researchers have investigated the link between
older children’s reading skills and support for reading behaviors by parents in the home.
Lee and Croninger (1994) looked at both home and school effects on the reading
achievement of middle schoolers. Data were obtained from a sample of 6,099 eighthgraders who participated in the National Education Longitudinal Study of 1988 (NELS:
88). Using students’ scores on a standardized test of reading achievement, as well as
parents’ responses to a questionnaire assessing home supports for literacy, the authors
found that children who had access to more reading materials in the home performed
13
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better on reading comprehension tasks. Additionally, children whose parents reported
openly discussing their school expectations or plans with them demonstrated higher
levels of reading comprehension than those whose parents did not. Significant
differences in reading achievement and home support for literacy were also found when
SES was examined. Children with lower SES demonstrated lower levels of overall
reading achievement and lower levels of parental support for reading than children who
came from middle SES families.
Additional studies have demonstrated positive, weak-to-moderate correlations
between the home literacy environment, parents’ own reading behaviors, and reading
activity among late elementary school children. Hansen (1969) found that parents’
reading behaviors were related to fourth-grade children’s reading attitudes and reading
achievement. Similar to Lee and Croninger’s (1993) findings, family SES was
significantly correlated with each of the outcome variables. In an additional study in
which parents reported on literacy-supportive behaviors, the researchers reported
moderate correlations between parent support and fifth grade students’ amount of reading
for pleasure, reading attitudes, and reading achievement (Greaney & Hegarty, 1987).
Furthermore, the findings of two studies suggested that parents of fifth-grade children
who were frequent readers were more frequent readers themselves and gave more books
as presents (Greaney & Hegarty, 1987; Neuman, 1986).
Overall, studies examining parent support for reading behavior in older
elementary school children suggest positive relations between these variables and
children’s reading attitudes and activities. Although limited in scope, this body of
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literature indicates that support for literacy behaviors in the home remains important for
reading success, even as children advance into their adolescent years.
Reading and Engagement
Well-developed reading skills are critical for school success. Children who are
less skilled in reading demonstrate poorer phonological awareness, vocabulary
development, and listening comprehension (Scarborough, 1998; Share, Jorm, Maclean, &
Matthews, 1984; Spira, Bracken, & Fischel, 2005; Stanovich, Cunningham, & Cramer,
1984; Tunmer & Nesdale, 1985). Because their earliest experiences in learning to read
are frustrating and laborious, poor readers may avoid the task of reading whenever
possible. Research suggests that differences in exposure to text and reading practice
begin to emerge as early as first grade (Cunningham & Stanovich, 1997). The
amalgamation of poor phonological skills, little practice, and negative experiences while
reading may result in minimal exposure to reading-related activities (Stanovich, 1986).
Furthermore, struggling readers must exert a great deal of mental energy to decoding and
word recognition tasks, thus allocating fewer cognitive resources to higher-order
processes, such as reading comprehension (LaBerge & Samuels, 1974; Stanovich, 1980).
As a result, these children may be less able to extract meaning from text and find less
enjoyment in reading tasks, furthering the belief that reading is an unrewarding
experience (Stanovich, 1986). The effects of less-developed reading skills and low
exposure to print may extend throughout children’s educational careers. For instance,
Cunningham and Stanovich (1997) found that first graders’ reading ability predicted
reading comprehension, vocabulary, and general knowledge in eleventh grade.
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Stanovich (1986) described the effect of early reading skills (or lack thereof) on
future reading and cognitive development as a “Matthew effect.” A Biblical reference to
the Gospel of Matthew, a Matthew effect describes a situation in which abilities or
advantages are cultivated and increased over the passage of time. In relation to reading,
children who have good phonological processing skills and vocabularies at an early age
will read more and continue to develop and improve their skills over time (in other
words, “the rich get richer”). In contrast, children who struggle with reading and equate
it with negative outcomes will avoid reading tasks and their skill deficits will become
more obvious and more detrimental as their peers progress ahead of them (“the poor get
poorer”).
Considering the literature on reading and school dropout, it can be deduced that
students who experience difficulty with reading skills (both in early development and
continuing throughout schooling) experience psychological and achievement effects,
leading good and poor readers on separate paths (Reschly, 2010). Furthermore, research
has suggested that difficulties acquiring reading skills are associated with decreased
levels of socio-emotional well-being, student engagement, motivation, and perceptions of
school connectedness (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000; Klem & Connell, 2004; Snow, Burns,
& Griffin, 1998), which can then lead to difficulties acquiring more advanced skills in
reading. This spiral-down process is further affected by the contextual influences in
students’ lives, in particular, parent support of literacy development (Coleman, 1987; Lee
& Croninger, 1994). Combined, these factors may contribute to the gradual process of
withdraw from school, ultimately culminating in school dropout (Finn, 1989; Reschly,
2010). In sum, students’ reading competence as well as parent support for reading are
16
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particularly relevant when considering factors contributing to these cycles of engagement
and withdraw.
Purpose
The literature suggests that student engagement is an important factor for
academic success. However, the majority of related research has focused primarily on
overt (academic and behavioral) rather than covert (psychological and cognitive)
subtypes of engagement. Such internal factors may be particularly relevant for enhancing
reading competence, as it has been suggested that difficulties with reading can interfere
with students’ motivation and engagement with learning (Guthrie & Wigfield, 2000;
Klem & Connell, 2004). In addition to these within-student variables, parent support has
also been shown to positively influence students’ reading behaviors. Previous research
has largely ignored the contribution of continued parent support for literacy into the later
elementary school years. To our knowledge, no studies to date have examined the
relation between psychological and cognitive engagement and reading, let alone the
influence of important contextual factors (i.e., parent support for reading).
The present study examined the contributions of students’ psychological and
cognitive engagement to reading skills. Children must acquire several skills in order to
become competent readers. Among the most critically important skills are reading
fluency and reading comprehension (National Institute of Child Health and Human
Development, 2000). Oral reading fluency, silent reading fluency, and reading
comprehension were assessed as proxy measures of reading competence. Furthermore,
the role of parent support for reading in the home was examined as a moderator of the
link between the engagement variables and reading variables. It was hypothesized that
17
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cognitive and psychological engagement would predict fluency and comprehension. It
was further speculated that parent support for reading would moderate the relation
between the engagement and reading competence variables.
Method
Participants
Participants were 111 fifth-grade children attending a local public school in the
Mid-South region of the United States; 54% were girls. Fifty-five percent of students
were Caucasian; 40% were African American; 2% were Asian/Pacific Islander; and 4%
identified as “other.” Twelve percent were Hispanic/Latino. Sixty-two percent of
students were eligible for a free or reduced lunch program.
Initially, 141 fifth-grade students attending the school were invited to participate
in the study. All invited participants were students in regular education classrooms, and
none were excluded because of a specific learning disability or eligibility for other
special education services, with the exception of those receiving instruction in a selfcontained classroom. These students were targeted because they participated in a similar
study conducted one year prior to the current study, and the authors sought to collect
follow-up information for an additional study. Of the total number of students recruited,
101 of their parents or guardians provided consent for participation. In attempt to obtain
more participants for the study, an additional 12 students were invited to participate in a
second round of recruitment; of those students, 10 of their parents or guardians agreed to
participate. No students withheld assent for study participation. Therefore, the final
participation rate was approximately 73%.
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Measures
Student engagement. The Student Engagement Instrument (SEI; Appleton, et
al., 2006) was used to measure student engagement (see Appendix A). The SEI is a 35item self-report questionnaire designed to assess cognitive and psychological
engagement. There are two forms of the instrument: the SEI and the Student
Engagement Instrument—Elementary Version (SEI-E; Carter, Reschly, Lovelace,
Appleton, & Thompson, 2012). The measure is composed of two cognitive engagement
subscales: (a) Control and Relevance of School Work and (b) Future Aspirations and
Goals as well as three psychological engagement subscales: (a) Family Support for
Learning, (b) Peer Support for Learning, and (c) Teacher–Student Relationships (see
Table 1 for item breakdown by subscale). Children rate each item on a four-point ordinal
scale, with 1 rated as strongly agree and 4 as strongly disagree.
Although the SEI is a relatively new instrument, preliminary research suggests
that it demonstrates adequate psychometric properties. The SEI is supported by validity
evidence for use with children in sixth through twelfth grades, and internal consistency
for each subscale ranged from .76 to .88 (Appleton et al. 2006; Betts, Appleton, Reschly,
Christenson, & Huebner, 2010). The psychological engagement subscales were also
shown to predict key academic and behavioral outcomes (e.g., reading and mathematics
achievement as well as school suspensions), suggesting evidence for convergent and
discriminant validity of the instrument. The SEI-E was piloted for use with third- through
fifth-grade children. The instrument was not published and available for use at the time
the current study was conducted, therefore, the SEI was used with a fifth-grade sample
for this research. The majority of prior research on the instrument has been conducted
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using the sixth through twelfth grade form. In order to obtain scores for the cognitive
engagement and psychological engagement scales, the respective subscales were summed
to create a total score.
Reading competence. Reading competence was assessed using assessments
measuring oral reading fluency, silent reading fluency, and reading comprehension.
Oral reading fluency. Reading passages were administered to students in order to
assess proficiency in the oral reading of connected text. Students were asked to read
aloud two passages from the Qualitative Reading Inventory, Fourth Edition (QRI-4,
Leslie & Caldwell, 2005) while the examiner recorded oral reading errors. Modeling a
common procedure (DIBELS Oral Reading Fluency subtest; Good, Kaminski, & Dill,
2002), the following were considered word-reading errors: substitutions, omissions, and
hesitations of more than 3 seconds. The oral reading fluency score was calculated by
taking the average of the number of words read correctly per minute between the two
passages.
Silent reading fluency. The Test of Contextualized Silent Reading Fluency
(TOCSRF; Mather, Hammill, Allen, & Roberts, 2004) was used to measure silent reading
fluency. The TOCSRF is a standardized, norm-referenced, group-administered test that
yields standard scores (M = 100, SD = 15) and percentile ranks. It measures the speed at
which children can determine individual words within a series of passages of increasing
difficulty, from the preprimer up through the adult reading level. Within each passage,
words are printed in uppercase, with spaces and punctuation omitted. Students are
provided three minutes to draw lines between as many words as possible. The total score
is derived from the number of correctly marked words. Test–retest reliability has ranged
20

!
from .84 to .92, whereas alternate form-delayed reliability has ranged from .81 to .87.
Validity estimates ranged from .67 to .85 with other measures of reading (Mather et al.,
2004). For the present study, standard scores obtained from the TOCSRF were used in
analyses.
Reading comprehension. Reading comprehension was measured using the
Comprehension test of the Gates–MacGinitie Reading Tests, Fourth Edition (GMRT-4;
MacGinitie, MacGinitie, Maria, Dreyer, & Hughes, 2000). The GMRT-4 is a
standardized, norm-referenced group administered test of reading comprehension that
yields normal curve equivalent (M = 50; SD = 21.06) and percentile rank scores. The
assessment was group-administered and students were asked to silently read a series of
grade-level passages, and then answer multiple-choice questions about the text.
According to test administration procedures, students were given 35 minutes to complete
the passages. Reliability estimates for the GMRT ranged from .82 to .93 and validity
estimates with other tests of reading comprehension ranged from .60 to .62 (MacGinitie
et al., 2000). This study employed the use of normal curve equivalents for use in
analyses.
Parent support for reading. Parent support for reading was measured by a
questionnaire assessing parents’ involvement in children’s literacy practices at home (see
Appendix B). The questionnaire consisted of 14 total items and comprised two
subscales: the Home Literacy Environment (Items 1-6) and Parents’ Modeling of
Reading Behavior (Items 8-13). Items included on the questionnaire were based on items
from questionnaires used previously used in the literature (i.e., Burgess et al., 2002;
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Hansen, 1969; Hood, Conlon, & Andrews, 2008; see Appendix B for complete item
breakdown by subscale).
The Home Literacy Environment subscale was composed of items regarding the
availability of children’s books and other reading materials available in the home, the
offering of encouragement for reading behavior, and visits to libraries or bookstores.
Four items (Items 1-4) inquired about the current literacy environment. Of those items,
three included forced-choice responses, ranging from almost never to daily. Item 4
(“Please estimate the number of children’s books that are currently available in your
household.”) allowed the respondent to select from a range of number of books, from 010 to 91-100+. The two additional items contributing to the subscale (Items 5 and 6)
asked the respondent to retroactively consider the literacy environment of their child’s
past. Item 5 (“At what age in months did you begin to read to your child?”) was freeresponse but included two additional options: don’t remember and I have never read to
my child. Item 6 was multi-part (“How often did you read to your child when your child
was a baby and toddler; when your child was in preschool and kindergarten; when your
child was in early elementary school?”) and was forced-choice. Similar to other items,
the response choices ranged from almost never to daily but also included an option for
don’t remember.
The Parents’ Modeling of Reading Behavior subscale included items designed to
assess parents’ own reading-related behavior, including time spent in leisure reading
activities and frequency of visits to libraries or bookstores. Five items (Items 8, 9, 11, 12,
and 13) required forced-choice responses. Items 8, 9, 11, and 12 included responses that
ranged from almost never to daily. Item 10 (“Are you currently reading a book? If so,
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please indicate the title”) was free-response. Item 13, “How many magazine subscriptions
do you currently hold?” provided respondents with their choice of numerical responses,
ranging from none to 6+.
Two additional items were embedded in the parent support for reading
questionnaire (Item 7, “I read to my child every day” and Item 14, “I always have time
for pleasure reading”) to assess for responding in an overly positive manner. The
response scale for these two items ranged from not true to very true. No respondent
selected responses of very true for both items; therefore, no participants were excluded
from analyses based on suspicion of overly positive reporting.
For the purpose of analyses, responses on forced-choice items were assigned a
numerical value in order to scale items with different response options. Almost never was
coded as 1, every other day was coded as 2, and so forth. For Item 4, the categories were
collapsed, with 1-10 and 0-20 coded as 1 and 81-90 and 91-100+ coded as 5. Responses
for Item 5 were reverse-coded and collapsed into categories. Zero-6 months was coded
as 5, 7-12 months was coded as 4, etc. For Item 12, none was coded as 0 and the
categories of 5 and 6+ were collapsed and coded as 5. For all applicable items, don’t
remember was coded as 0. The internal consistency coefficients were .73 for the Home
Literacy Environment subscale, .64 for the Parent’s Modeling of Reading Behavior
subscale, and .79 for the Parent Support for Reading Total Score (i.e., the sum of all
items).
Socioeconomic status. Consistent with Hollingshed’s Four Factor Index of
Social Status (1975), participants’ socioeconomic status was measured by calculating a
score based upon parents’ (or guardians’) educational attainment and current employment
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status. Four items included on the parent support for reading questionnaire (Items 15-18)
were designed to obtain this information. The educational attainment items (“What is the
highest level of education you have completed?” and “What is the highest level of
education your spouse or partner has completed?”) were forced selection and included the
following options: less than high school diploma, high school diploma, technical or trade
school, two-year college degree, four-year college degree, and graduate or professional
degree. Each respondent was then assigned an education score, which ranged from 2 (less
than high school diploma) to 7 (graduate or professional degree).
The employment status items (“What is your occupation?” and “What is your
spouse’s or partner’s occupation?”) were free-response. Participants’ responses were
coded into 10 categories based on the procedures outlined in Hollingshed (1975): (a)
Higher Executives, Proprietors of Large Businesses, and Major Professionals; (b)
Administrators, Lesser Professionals, and Proprietors of Medium-Sized Businesses; (c)
Smaller Business Owners, Farm Owners, Managers, and Minor Professionals; (d)
Technicians, Semiprofessionals, and Small Business Owners; (e) Clerical and Sales
Workers; Small Farm and Business Owners; (f) Smaller Business Owners, Skilled
Manual Workers, Craftsmen, and Tenant Farmers; (g) Machine Operators and
Semiskilled Workers; (h) Unskilled Workers; (i) Farm Laborers/Menial Service Workers;
and (j) Unemployed, Disabled, or Retired Workers. Scores were then assigned for each
employment category, ranging from 0 (Unemployed, Disabled, or Retired Workers) to 9
(Higher Executives, Proprietors of Large Businesses and Major Professionals).
!

For both the respondent and the respondent’s spouse or partner (if applicable), the

education score was multiplied by a factor weight of three, and the employment score
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was multiplied by a factor weight of five (Hollingshed, 1975). The weighted education
and occupation scores were summed to create an individual total score. If information
was provided for a spouse or partner, the scores were added together and averaged to
create a family total score. If the respondent was single, the individual total score was
used as the family total score (Hollingshed, 1975). !
Procedure!
Written parental consent and child assent was obtained for participation in the
study. Parent questionnaires were attached to the consent forms and sent home with
students to be distributed to parents for completion at home. The oral and silent reading
fluency measures were individually administered in a quiet location in the school.
Administration of these measures was counterbalanced using a Latin square procedure in
order to control for order effects. Following individual assessment, tests measuring
reading comprehension and student engagement were administered in a group setting.
All measures were administered by examiners who were trained by the lead
investigator. Examiners were required to achieve 95% interrater agreement prior to the
beginning of data collection. The lead investigator observed each examiner on the first
day of data collection as a secondary measure of fidelity. All administrations were audiorecorded as a safeguard in the instance that a second review was necessary. Students
received a small token gift (e.g., a pencil or eraser) to show appreciation for study
participation.
Twenty-five percent of assessments were scored twice to ensure scoring accuracy.
Once the data was collected and entered into statistical software, a second examiner
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reviewed the database to check for accuracy in coding. No significant discrepancies were
found in the examination of scoring and data entry.
Results
Data Screening and Handling of Missing Data
Less than 5% (n = 5) of participants had missing data as a result of omitting
survey items on the Parent Support for Reading Questionnaire and the SEI; no case
omitted more than eight items on any one scale. For these cases, scores for available scale
items were averaged and substituted for the missing data points (Nickerson, Mele, &
Princiotta, 2008). An additional six participants (5%) were absent from school during the
time group testing was conducting. The group assessment included the reading
comprehension (GMRT-4) and student engagement (SEI) measures. The missing data
from these participants were examined using Little’s Missing Completely at Random test
(Little, 1988). Results yielded a statistically significant result, suggesting that the missing
values were not missing completely at random. The SPSS estimation maximization
algorithm was then used to estimate the missing data for these cases.
All data were screened for outliers and normality. Based on analysis of the
complete data set, no data points were considered to be significant outliers (i.e., z > 3.29;
Tabachnick & Fidell, 2013). Descriptive statistics for the student engagement, parent
support, reading competence, and socioeconomic status variables are included in Table 1.
On average, the participants demonstrated age-appropriate skills on the two standardized
reading assessments, the TOSCRF (standard score M = 96.35, SD = 12.08) and the
GMRT-4 (normal curve equivalent M = 53.28, SD = 15.02). However, the standard
deviations for the TOSCRF was slightly restricted for the sample. All variables had
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skewness and kurtosis values under an absolute value of 1, indicating relative normality
of the data.
Table 1
Mean, Standard Deviation, and Normality Indexes for Study Variables
M

SD

Skewness

Kurtosis

Oral reading fluency

117.53

26.59

0.19

-0.20

Silent reading fluency

96.35

12.08

0.02

-0.15

Reading comprehension

53.28

15.02

0.42

0.77

Psychological engagement

62.48

5.70

-1.00

1.02

Cognitive engagement

52.52

4.28

-0.77

1.02

Home literacy environment

25.99

7.70

-0.62

-0.19

Parent modeling of reading

17.40

4.45

-0.31

-0.48

Parent support total

25.69

7.64

-0.55

-0.35

Socioeconomic status

35.28

11.14

0.23

-0.69

Relations Between Variables
In order to examine the relations between the variables, a series of Pearson
product-moment correlation coefficients were computed (see Table 2). Moderate,
positive correlations were found among the reading competence variables (oral reading
fluency, silent reading fluency, and reading comprehension). Further analyses suggested
that there was a strong, positive relation between the psychological engagement and
cognitive engagement variables (r = .73, p < .001). The two subscales from the Parent
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Support for Reading Questionnaire (Parents’ Modeling of Reading Behavior and Home
Literacy Environment) were moderately correlated (r = .47, p < .001).
The relations between parents’ responses on the Parent Support for Reading
Questionnaire and students’ engagement was also examined. A weak, negative
correlation existed between psychological engagement and the Parents’ Modeling of
Reading Behavior subscale (r = -.20, p = .04). Additionally, weak, positive correlations
were found between parents’ socioeconomic status and the Home Literacy Environment
subscale (r = .21, p = .03) and the total score for the Parent Support for Reading
Questionnaire (r = .20, p = .04). No relation was found between socioeconomic status
and any of the other variables.
Finally, the relations between the parent support for reading, the student
engagement variables, and the reading competence variables were examined. No
significant relations existed between the oral reading fluency and silent reading fluency
variables and any of the student engagement or parent support variables. However, a
weak relation was found between reading comprehension and the Home Literacy
Environment subscale from the Parent Support for Reading Questionnaire (r = .22; p =
.03).
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Table 2
Correlations Between Engagement, Parent Support, Reading Competence, and Socioeconomic Status Variables
1
1. Psychological engagement

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

--

2. Cognitive engagement

.73**

--

3. Total engagement

.95**

.91**

--

4. Home literacy environment

-.06

-.15

-.10

--

5. Parent modeling of reading

-.20*

-.17

-.20*

.47**

--

6. Parent support total score

-.12

-.18

-.16

.93**

.77**

7. Oral reading fluency

.08

.10

.09

.04

-.09

-.00

--

8. Silent reading fluency

.12

.13

.13

-.07

-.05

-.07

.35**

--

9. Reading comprehension

.08

-.03

.04

.22*

-.08

.12

.41**

.33**

--

10. Socioeconomic status

.11

.07

.10

.21*

.12

.20*

.17

.15

.11
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Predictors of Reading Competence
Sequential multiple regression analyses were used to identify the predictive value
of students’ psychological and cognitive engagement on reading competence as well as
the moderating role of parents’ support for reading on this relation. Separate regressions
were conducted for each reading competence outcome variable: oral reading fluency,
silent reading fluency, and reading comprehension. For each analysis, the socioeconomic
status variable was entered into the model first in order to control for this potential
confound. Identical analyses separating participants by gender were also run; no
significant results were found between boys and girls. Tables 3 through 5 summarize the
results from the regression analyses.
Oral reading fluency was first examined as an outcome variable (see Table 3). R
was not significantly different from zero at the end of any of the three steps entered into
the model. Step 2 included the psychological and cognitive student engagement
variables, as well as parent support for reading. The change in R2 was not significant
after these variables were entered; they accounted for an increase of just 1% of variance
into the model. Step 3 introduced the interactions between psychological engagement
and parent support for reading, as well as cognitive engagement and parent support for
reading. Addition of these interaction terms did not significantly improve R2. Therefore,
parent support for reading was not shown to be a significant moderator in the relation
between the student engagement variables and oral reading fluency.
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Table 3
Summary of Sequential Regression Analyses for Prediction of Oral Reading Fluency
Regression and order of entry

Β

Step 1
Socioeconomic status

.40

Step 2
Psychological engagement
Cognitive engagement
Parent support for reading

-.03
.60
-.00

SE B
.25
.67
.93
.26

β

R2

Δ R2

F(df1, df2)

.17

.03

--

3.00 (1,104)

.03

.01

0.21 (3,101)

.04

.00

0.10 (2,99)

-.01
.09
-.00

Step 3
Parent support x
psychological engagement
.02
.07
.05
Parent support x
-.04
.09
-.08
cognitive engagement
Note. No B values were significant at the p < .05 level.

A similar pattern was observed when both silent reading fluency (see Table 4) and
reading comprehension (see Table 5) were examined in two additional sequential
regression models. R was not significantly different from zero at the end of any of the
three steps entered into the models. After the engagement and parent support for reading
variables were entered into Step 2 of the models, they accounted for just 1% of the
variance in predicting silent reading fluency and no additional variance (i.e., no change in
R2) in prediction of reading comprehension. Again, addition of the interaction terms
between the engagement variables and parent support for reading did not result in a
significant change in R2. As such, parent support for reading was not shown to be a
significant moderator in the relation between the engagement variables and neither silent
reading fluency nor reading comprehension.
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Table 4
Summary of Sequential Regression Analyses for Prediction of Silent Reading Fluency
Regression and order of entry

Β

SE B

β

R2

Δ R2

F(df1, df2)

Step 1
Socioeconomic status

.17

.09

.20

.03

--

3.00 (1,104)

Step 2
Psychological engagement
Cognitive engagement
Parent support for reading

-.01
.17
-.11

.23
.32
.09

-.01
.08
-.12

.03

.01

0.21 (3,101)

.04

.00

0.10 (2,99)

Step 3
Parent support x
psychological engagement
.02
.25
.16
Parent support x
-.05
.03
-.29
cognitive engagement
Note. No B values were significant at the p < .05 level.

Table 5
Summary of Sequential Regression Analyses for Prediction of Reading Comprehension
Regression and order of entry

Β

SE B

β

R2

Δ R2

F(df1, df2)

Step 1
Socioeconomic status

1.0

.14

.07

.03

--

3.00 (1,104)

Step 2
Psychological engagement
Cognitive engagement
Parent support for reading

.47
-.81
.13

.38
.52
.15

.18
-.23
.09

.03

.01

0.21 (3,101)

.04

.00

0.10 (2,99)

Step 3
Parent support x
psychological engagement
.01
.04
.04
Parent support x
.04
.05
.13
cognitive engagement
Note. No B values were significant at the p < .05 level.
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Discussion
The aim of this study was twofold: first, to examine if psychological and
cognitive student engagement predicted reading competence and, second, to explore if
parents’ support for reading moderated the relation between engagement and reading. A
sample of fifth-grade children was administered oral reading fluency, silent reading
fluency, and reading comprehension assessments as proxy measures of reading
competence. Their parents completed a survey to assess their level of support for their
children’s reading behavior (i.e., the home literacy environment) as well as their own
modeling of reading-related behaviors. It was hypothesized that cognitive and
psychological student engagement would predict fluency and comprehension. A second
hypothesis was that parents’ support for children’s reading at home would moderate the
relation between the student engagement and reading competence variables. However,
the results of the study suggested that for this sample, neither psychological or cognitive
student engagement, nor parent support for reading were significant predictors of reading
competence.
Relation Between Psychological and Cognitive Student Engagement and Reading
Competence
Little previous research has examined the link between student engagement and
reading competence. This research sought to focus on covert types of student
engagement—psychological and cognitive—and students’ reading skills. Based on the
literature (Finn, 1989; Voelkl, 1997), it was hypothesized that psychological and
cognitive engagement would predict reading competence. However, this was not
confirmed in the current study, as psychological and cognitive engagement were not
significantly correlated with any of the variables related to reading competence (i.e., oral
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reading fluency, silent reading fluency, and reading comprehension), nor were they
shown to be significant predictors in sequential regression models.
Although previous studies have examined the relation between constructs related
and contributing to psychological and cognitive engagement (i.e., identification with
school, sense of belongingness, and school warmth) and reading competence (e.g., Finn,
1993; Voelkl, 1995, 1997) none have directly examined the association between these
two variables. Therefore, the results of the current study do not necessarily refute those
suggested by the existant literature. Some studies linking covert engagement-related
contexts and reading competence have noted a relation only when overt engagement
(e.g., behavioral and academic student engagement) is examined as a factor. In other
words, it may act as a mediating variable. Finn’s (1989) participation–identification
model asserted that behavioral engagement initially facilitates high levels of school
performance. Academic success was then thought to increase levels of psychological and
cognitive engagement, which in turn, promoted continued behavioral engagement. Voelkl
(1997) supported this hypothesis in a study in which the findings suggested there was a
moderate correlation between school warmth (i.e., how accepted students felt at school)
and academic achievement when school participation was examined as a moderator.
However, when school participation was not factored into the model, the relation was no
longer significant. Therefore, examination of behavioral and academic engagement may
be important when considering the link between psychological and cognitive engagement
and students’ reading skills.
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Parent Support for Reading and Reading Competence
Correlational analyses indicated that there was a weak relation between reading
comprehension and the home literacy environment. This finding is supported by
previous research. Lee and Croniger (1994) identified a similar pattern of results, as their
study suggested that children who had access to more reading materials in the home
demonstrated better performance on a reading comprehension measure. Greaney and
Hegarty’s (1987) work suggested that parents’ support for reading behavior was
associated with higher overall reading skills. In the present study, parents’ modeling of
reading behavior was not shown be meaningfully correlated with any of the reading
competence variables. Although the literature on this particular linkage is sparse, it
contradicts Hansen’s (1969) finding that parents’ own reading behavior was correlated
with children’s overall reading achievement.
Limitations and Future Directions
Some limitations of this study warrant discussion. First, it may be beneficial for
future researchers to examine overt types of student engagement (i.e., behavioral and
academic) when considering the relation between cognitive and psychological
engagement and reading achievement. Previous studies have indicated that behavioral
and academic engagement potentially serve as mediators or moderators in the linkage
between psychological and cognitive engagement and academic achievement (Voelkl,
1997). As Finn (1989) suggested, the development of behavioral and academic
engagement could be an important first step in developing more internal engagement with
school. In other words, if students are not actively participating in the school
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environment, attending class, and earning credits toward graduation, they are also
unlikely to feel connected to their teachers or place a high value on school completion.
Additionally, only a single measure for assessing student engagement (the SEI)
was utilized. Previous studies have used other self-report questionnaires to measure
similar constructs (Fredricks, Blumenfeld, Friedel, & Paris, 2005; Skinner, Kindermann,
& Furrer, 2009; Voelkl, 1996). As such, in future studies, researchers may consider using
multiple measures to estimate students’ psychological and cognitive engagement.
Furthermore, the only method used to measure engagement was self-report. Some have
asserted that response bias may present error variance when using self-report measures
(i.e., Paulhus, 1991). However, others have concluded that there is little evidence to
support that self-report measures are compromised by response bias (McGrath, Mitchell,
Kim, & Hough, 2010). In considering this potential pitfall, it is important to remember
that the focus of this study was covert types of student engagement—psychological and
cognitive—which some have argued are best assessed through student self-report
(Appleton et al., 2006). Attempting to gather this information through teacher report or
observational data in the school setting would require a high level of inference to
determine engagement.
!
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The limitation of employing single, self-report measures to target key constructs

also applies to this study’s measurement of parent support for reading, which was
assessed solely through a single parent-completed questionnaire. The literature supports
the use of parent report questionnaires to assess the home literacy environment (i.e.,
Burgess et al., 2002; Senechal & LeFevre, 2002; Senechal et al., 1998); however, the
majority of existent questionnaires are designed for use with parents who have very
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young children. The questionnaire used in the current study included the use of two “lie
scale” items to attempt to discern when participants were faking good in their responses.
Although no participant was excluded from the sample due to suspicion that they were
attempting to provide an overly positive impression, it is still possible that response bias
contributed to the error variance in the parent support measure.
Finally, another limitation of the current study was the reliability estimates
calculated for the Parent Support for Reading Questionnaire (.73 for the Home Literacy
Environment subscale, .63 for the Parent Modeling of Reading Behavior subscale, and
.79 for the Parent Support for Reading Total Score). Researchers have provided different
estimates for adequate reliability coefficients for measures used in research. For
example, Nunnally and Bernstein (1994) suggested that reliability estimates at or above
.70 are sufficient for basic research, whereas several others (Aiken & West, 1991;
Rosenthal & Rosnow, 1991; Weiner & Stewart, 1984) have suggested that coefficients of
.85 or higher are needed for measures to be used in clinical settings. Although the Home
Literacy Environment subscale and the Parent Support for Reading Total Score exceeded
the more liberal cutoff of .70, the Parent Modeling of Reading Behavior subscale may not
have represented a reliable measure of the construct it targeted. Future studies may
consider creating questionnaires with a greater number of items in order to increase
reliability.
Conclusions
Overall, when examined in isolation, psychological and cognitive engagement
may not be meaningful predictors of children’s reading competence in the older
elementary school grades. Results of the present study indicated that covert engagement
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types are not significantly correlated with oral reading fluency, silent reading fluency, or
reading comprehension. In regard to parents’ support for children’s reading, only
parents’ modeling of reading behavior was significantly related to children’s performance
on a measure of reading comprehension. Researchers should continue to examine how
covert engagement types may interact with overt student engagement (i.e., behavioral and
academic) in predicting reading achievement.
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Appendix A
Items from the Student Engagement Instrument
Item
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
Fdksa’fdsafds
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Item text
Overall, adults at my school treat students fairly.
Adults at my school listen to the students.
At my school, teachers care about students.
My teachers are there for me when I need them.
The school rules are fair.
Overall, my teachers are open and honest with me.
I enjoy talking to the teachers here.
I feel safe at school.
Most teachers at my school are interested in me as a person, not
just as a student
The tests in my classes do a good job of measuring what I’m able
to do.
Most of what is important to know you learn in school.
The grades in my classes do a good job of measuring what I’m
able to do.
What I’m learning in my classes will be important in my future.
After finishing my schoolwork I check it over to see if it’s
correct.
When I do schoolwork I check to see whether I understand what
I’m doing.
Learning is fun because I get better at something.
When I do well in school it’s because I work hard.
I feel like I have a say about what happens to me at school.
Other students at school care about me.
Students at my school are there for me when I need them.
Other students here like me the way I am.
I enjoy talking to the students here.
Students here respect what I have to say
I have some friends at school.
I plan to continue my education following high school.
Going to school after high school is important.
School is important for achieving my future goals.
My education will create many future opportunities for me.
I am hopeful about my future.
My family/guardian(s) are there for me when I need them.
When I have problems at school my family/guardian(s) are
willing to help me.
When something good happens at school, my family/guardian(s)
want to know about it.
My family/guardian(s) want me to keep trying when things are
tough at school.
What I’m learning in my classes will be important in my future.
The grades in my classes do a good job of what I’m able to do.
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Component
PE 1
PE 1
PE 1
PE 1
PE 1
PE 1
PE 1
PE 1
PE 1
CE 2
CE 2
CE 2
CE 2
CE 2
CE 2
CE 2
CE 2
CE 2
PE 3
PE 3
PE 3
PE 3
PE 3
PE 3
CE 4
CE 4
CE 4
CE 4
CE 4
PE 5
PE 5
PE 5
PE 5
CE 6
CE 6

!
Note. PE 1 = Teacher-Student Relationships (psychological engagement), CE 2 = Control and
Relevance of School Work (cognitive engagement), PE 3 = Peer Support for Learning
(psychological engagement), CE 4 = Future Aspirations and Goals (cognitive engagement), PE 5 =
Family Support for Learning (psychological engagement), CE 6 = Extrinsic Motivation (cognitive
engagement).
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Appendix B
Items from the Parent Support for Reading Questionnaire
Item
1
2
3a
3b
4
5
6a
6b
6c
7
8
9
10
11a
11b
12
13
14
15,16
17,18

Item summary
Child leisure reading
Parent encouragement of child’s reading activity
Child visits to library
Child visits to bookstore
Number of children’s books in home
Age when began reading to child
Parent reading to child, ages 0-3
Parent reading to child, ages 4-6
Parent reading to child, ages 7-10
Lie scale item: Reading to child
Parent leisure reading
Child observation of parent leisure reading
Parent’s current book reading
Parent visits to library
Parent visits to bookstore
Parent newspaper reading
Parent magazine subscriptions
Lie sale item: Parent reading
Parent education
Parent occupation

Source
B
Ha
H
H
B

B
B
B

Component
HLE
HLE
HLE
HLE
HLE
HLE
HLE
HLE
HLE
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM
PM

B
B

Note. B = Burgess et al. (2002), H = Hood et al. (2008), Ha = Hansen (1969), HLE = home
literacy environment, PM = parent modeling of reading behavior.
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Appendix C
Student Engagement Instrument
(Appleton, Christenson, Kim, & Reschly, 2006)
Directions: We want to know more about kids’ feelings toward school, their teachers, and their
friends. The statements on this page will be read aloud to you twice. The first time each
statement is read, listen and think about which answer is true for you. The second time you hear
the statement, circle the answer that is best for you.
If you strongly agree with the statement, circle 1.

1 = Strongly Agree

If you agree with the statement, circle 2.

2 = Agree

If you disagree with the statement, circle 3.

3 = Disagree

If you strongly disagree with the statement, circle 4.

4 = Strongly Disagree

1
Strongly
Agree

2
Agree

3
Disagree

1. Overall, adults at my school treat students fairly.

1

2

3

4

2. Adults at my school listen to the students.

1

2

3

4

3. At my school, teachers care about students.

1

2

3

4

4. My teachers are there for me when I need them.

1

2

3

4

5. The school rules are fair.

1

2

3

4

6. Overall, my teachers are open and honest with me.

1

2

3

4

7. I enjoy talking to the teachers here.

1

2

3

4

8. I feel safe at school.

1

2

3

4

9. Most teachers at my school are interested in me.

1

2

3

4

10. The tests in my classes do a good job of measuring
what I’m able to do.

1

2

3

4

11. Most of what is important to know you learn in school.

1

2

3

4

12. The grades in my classes do a good job of measuring
what I’m able to do.

1

2

3

4

!
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4
Strongly
Disagree

!
1
Strongly
Agree

2
Agree

3
Disagree

13. What I’m learning in my classes will be important in
my future.

1

2

3

4

14. After finishing my schoolwork I check it over to see if
it’s correct.

1

2

3

4

15. When I do schoolwork I check to see whether I
understand what I’m doing.
16. Learning is fun because I get better at something.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

17. When I do well in school it’s because I work hard.

1

2

3

4

18. I feel like I have a say about what happens to me at
school.
19. Other students at school care about me.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

20. Students at my school are there for me when I need
them.
21. Other students here like me the way I am.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

22. I enjoy talking to the students here.

1

2

3

4

23. Students here respect what I have to say.

1

2

3

4

24. I have some friends at school.

1

2

3

4

25. I plan to continue my education following high school.

1

2

3

4

26. Going to school after high school is important.

1

2

3

4

27. School is important for achieving my future goals.

1

2

3

4

28. My education will create many future opportunities for
me.
29. I am hopeful about my future.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

30. My family/guardian(s) are there for me when I need
them.
31. When I have problems at school my family/guardian(s)
are willing to help me.

1

2

3

4

1

2

3

4

32. When something good happens at school, my
family/guardian(s) want to know about it.

1

2

3

4

33. My family/guardian(s) want me to keep trying when
things are tough at school.

1

2

3

4

34. What I’m learning in my classes will be important in
my future.

1

2

3

4

35. The grades in my classes do a good job of measuring
what I’m able to do.

1

2

3

4
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Appendix D
Parent Support for Reading Questionnaire
We are interested in learning about reading practices in your home. Please read each
question below and circle or write-in the response that best reflects your and your child’s
behavior.
1.

How often does your child read a book for pleasure at home?
Daily

Every other day

Weekly

Monthly

Almost Never

2. How often do you encourage your child to engage in reading-related activities at
home (e.g., reading books, magazines, or comic books; playing literacy games;
completing reading activities on a computer; reading to younger siblings)?
Daily
3.

Every other day

Weekly

Monthly

Almost Never

Please indicate how often your child engages in the following activities:
Visits a library…
Daily

Every other day

Weekly

Monthly

Almost Never

Weekly

Monthly

Almost Never

Visits a bookstore….
Daily
4.

5.

Every other day

Please estimate the number of children’s books that are currently available in
your household:
None

1-10

11-20

21-30

31-40

51-60

61-70

71-80

81-90

91-100+

At what age in months did you begin to read to your child?

__________ months

!

41-50

OR

Don’t remember

54

OR

I have never read to my child

!
6. For the following questions, please indicate how often you read to your child in a
typical week for each of the following time periods/age ranges. If you cannot
remember how often you read to your child, please circle the option for “don’t
remember.”
How often did you read to your child…
…when your child was a baby and toddler (ages 0-3 years)?
Daily

Every other day

Weekly

Monthly

Almost Never

Don’t Remember

…when your child was in preschool and kindergarten (ages 4-6)?
Daily

Every other day

Weekly

Monthly

Almost Never

Don’t Remember

…when your child was in early elementary school (ages 7-10)?
Daily
7.

Every other day

Weekly

Monthly

Almost Never

Don’t Remember

I currently read to my child every day.

Not True

Somewhat true

Mostly True

Very True

8. How often do you engage in reading for pleasure (i.e., reading outside of work
or school-related books or materials)?
Daily

Every other day

Weekly

Monthly

Almost Never

9. How often does your child see you engage in reading-related activities (e.g.,
reading books, magazines, or newspapers; reading on the computer)
Daily

Every other day

Weekly

Monthly

Almost Never

10. Are you currently reading a book? If so, please indicate the title.
______________________________________________________
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11. Please indicate how often you engage in the following activities (with OR
without your child).
Visit a library…
Daily

Every other day

Weekly

Monthly

Almost Never

Weekly

Monthly

Almost Never

Visit a bookstore….
Daily
12.

Every other day

How often do you read a newspaper or online news sources?
Daily

Every other day

Weekly

Monthly

Almost Never

13. How many magazine subscriptions do you currently hold (including paper or
electronic subscriptions)?
None
14.

1

2

3

4

5

6+

I always have time for pleasure reading.

Not True

Somewhat true

Mostly True

Very True

15. What is the highest level of education you have completed?
Less than high school diploma

High school diploma

2-year college degree (Associate’s)

Technical or trade school

4-year college degree (Bachelor’s)

Graduate or professional degree
16. What is the highest level of education your spouse or partner has completed?
If not applicable, leave blank.
Less than high school diploma

High school diploma

2-year college degree (Associate’s)

Technical or trade school

4-year college degree (Bachelor’s)

Graduate or professional degree
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17. What is your occupation?
____________________________________________
18. What is your spouse or partner’s occupation? If not applicable, leave blank.
_____________________________________________
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